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1110 10 VIRGINIA LAW REGISTER. [April, 

CHESAPEAKE & O. RY. CO. v. HARRIS. 

March 9, 1905. 

[49 8. E., 997.] 

CARRIERS — INJURIES TO PASSENGERS — APPROACHES TO STATIONS — NEGIJ- 
OENCE — CONTRIBUTORY NEGLIGENCE — EVIDENCE. 

1. In an action for injuries to a passenger by his falling into a ditch in going 
from a train to the platform on a dark night after he had alighted on direction of 
the trainmen, the evidence held to show that the company had failed to exercise 
that degree of care that the law required. 

2. Where passengers were alighting on a dark night from a train indiscrimi- 
nately on both sides, with the knowledge and assistance of the trainmen, and 
plaintifT, without knowledge as to the existence of the platform, fell into a ditch 
after alighting, he was not guilty of contributory negligence because, the company 
having provided a suitable platform for the purpose, it was his duty to use it. 

[Ed. Note. — For cases in point, see vol. 9, Cent. Dig. Carriers, sec. 1362.] 

3. Where plaintiff, who was ignorant of the surroundings, was directed to get 
off a train and go to the depot, and people were getting off on both sides of the 
train, evidence that he stated he did not get off on the other side of the train 
because there was such a rush, and he never followed a crowd in a rush, does not 
show a want of due care. 

4. Where plaintiff, after alighting from a train and making his way to the plat- 
form, did not know, when walking on the end of the ties and holding to car, 
that he was on a trestle or that he was in a dangerous position, he was not negli- 
gent, as he had the right to assume that the company had discharged its duty in 
making the approaches from its passenger cars to the station reasonably safe. 

5. Where, on the whole case, no verdict other than that rendered against 
defendant could have been rightfully found, it is unnecessary to consider objec- 
tions to instructions. 



